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actually do less to supersede State law 

than the other side does, because about 

33 States have passed patient protec-

tions at this time, and we think it is 

important that we allow that. 

The bottom line, the Democrat plan 

is a bad plan for the most vulnerable in 

this Nation. Who are those? They are 

the low-income minorities, those right 

on the border. I know they speak a lot 

about this constituency, but when it 

comes down to the bottom line, they 

are putting politics before the most 

vulnerable in this society, because 

their plan will disproportionately af-

fect low-income and minorities in this 

Nation and cause a disproportionate 

number of those to lose their insur-

ance. It threatens the health care they 

get through their job. 

Ours provides several plans to ensure 

that we can cover more individuals 

with health insurance, up to 9 million 

more. It has been estimated under 

their plan that several million will lose 

their health care, as we have shown. 

So Mr. Speaker, I appreciate sharing 

this time on the Patients’ Bill of 

Rights. I would hope that the Demo-

crats, as we come back next week into 

session, that they would be willing to 

reach a compromise that is good for 

the American people; to stop this log-

jam and be able to pass a Patients’ Bill 

of Rights that we can lay on the Presi-

dent’s desk, because he has spoken 

very passionately about this issue, and 

wants very much a Patients’ Bill of 

Rights for the American people. 

I would hope they are willing to 

reach a compromise. We have com-

promised tremendously so we might 

get a patients’ bill of rights passed. 

f 

PRESIDENT BUSH STANDS BY HIS 

CONVICTIONS ON MATTERS OF 

DEFENSE AND THE ENVIRON-

MENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized 

for 60 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

draw Members’ attention to President 

Bush and the great job that he has been 

doing withstanding public pressure to 

go in the opposite direction of which he 

believes to be true. 
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We have a sense about what George 

W. is about; and I believe that George 

W. is proving himself to be a great 

president and that, as time goes on, we 

will find that this gentleman, who has 

been castigated by his opponents in 

some very vile characterizations, is ac-

tually a very thoughtful person, and a 

person of high character, and a person 

of strength. 

President George W. Bush has been 

willing to say things straight, in a 

straightforward manner that has en-

raged his political opposition, but yet 

by standing strong and tall, like Presi-

dent Reagan before him, who was also 

attacked in very personal and vile 

terms, our new president is finding 

that if he stands strong, that people 

will go in his direction. Because the 

things that he believes in, many of the 

things that he believes in, are clearly 

true but not in line with the liberal 

ideology that has dominated the Amer-

ican government and dominated the 

news media and communications in 

this country and in Western Europe. 
Our new president, for example, has 

stood firm on the idea and the concept 

of missile defense. Prior to going to 

Europe recently, the President was 

under severe attack by the leading 

Democrat in the Senate, Tom DASCHLE,

and he was being told that by insisting 

that the United States move forward 

on missile defense that it would in 

some way bring about a renewal of the 

arms race. How many of us heard that? 
Now, I believe the Democrats cer-

tainly have a right to attack a Repub-

lican president or vice versa. That is 

what democracy is all about. We all 

have the right to criticize. But let us 

point out that while some people seem 

to be upset that the President was 

being criticized overseas, I am just 

upset with the fact that the Democrats 

were so adamant in their opposition to 

missile defense and that, now what, 

they were wrong, not that they were 

criticizing the President. 
Missile defense is something that 

now seems to be becoming more ac-

ceptable to our European allies. And in 

fact, instead of being this roadblock to 

any type of good relationship with the 

government in Russia, now we see 

President Putin in Russia edging to-

wards President George W. Bush’s posi-

tion.
Let us note that President Ronald 

Reagan first stepped forward with the 

idea that if we are going to be spending 

billions of dollars in order to protect 

the people of the United States it is 

better for us to build a system that in-

deed protects our people rather than a 

system that is based on annihilating 

millions of other people living in less 

free societies when they become en-

gaged in a conflict with the United 

States.
During the Cold War, it made every 

sense to have a situation where the 

Russians knew that if they attacked 

the United States with their missile 

force that hundreds of millions of Rus-

sians would lose their lives, like hun-

dreds of millions of our citizens, and 

that was a deterrent. But during the 

post-Cold War world, such a deterrent 

makes no sense at all. 
Right now, for example, if there is an 

adversary, if there are people who in 

some way might be willing to take the 

risk of attacking the United States, 

they are not people who care about los-

ing the lives of their own citizens. If 

the Communist Chinese were to launch 
one of their missiles at the United 
States, they could care less if there 
would be retaliation. The regime in 
Communist China murders their own 
people, so why would they care if we 
killed 1 million, 10 million or even 50 
million of their people in retaliation 
for a missile attack that killed a mil-
lion Americans? 

George W. Bush’s position, as well as 
Ronald Reagan’s position, makes all 
the sense in the world. Let us not put 
ourselves in a position of having to 
murder millions of people in another 
country because their dictators, their 
bosses, the gangsters that control their 
country have attacked the United 
States of America. Let us, instead, pro-
tect ourselves and use our techno-
logical genius to build a system that 
will protect us against some attack 
with one or two missiles from a rogue 
country, from North Korea or from 
China or Iran or Libya. 

Now, the Democrats have done every-
thing they can to prevent this type of 
technology from being developed. Dur-
ing the 8 years Bill Clinton was Presi-
dent of the United States, he spent 
those 8 years spending the money on 
missile defense and channeling it in a 
direction so that that technology 
would not succeed. He kept us engaged 
in a treaty with the former Soviet 
Union, even though the Soviet Union 
had ceased to exist. He kept us in com-
pliance with this treaty that we signed 
with old Communist dictators, even 
though communism and the Soviet 
Union no longer existed in Russia. We 
could have gotten out of that treaty. 

And this is one thing George W. Bush 
is pushing for, out of the treaty that 
prevents us from thoroughly devel-
oping our anti-missile system. We 
could have gotten out of that, and by 
now have developed a system so that if 
China would launch a missile towards 
the United States that we could knock 
it down and protect Los Angeles or 
southern California or northern Cali-
fornia, or even parts of the United 
States as far as Chicago. We would be 
able to protect the United States from 
a missile attack. But Bill Clinton de-
cided, as President of the United 
States, that he did not support missile 
defense. So the money that we spent on 
missile defense was frittered away, 
frittered away and wasted. Now we are 
vulnerable and we have George W. Bush 
standing firm against all those who try 
to pressure him and say back down. 

Well, I think it was one of Ronald 
Reagan’s great moments, when he went 
to meet with Gorbachev and Gorbachev 
told him he had to agree not to develop 
a weapon system that could protect 
rather than kill people, and if he did 
that, if he stopped or gave up this idea 
of missile defense, he could sign a big 
treaty and be the biggest hero in the 
world, that Ronald Reagan walked 
away from it. George W. Bush is prov-
ing himself to be that same type of 
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strong leader who will bring about a 

more peaceful world. 
Ronald Reagan had no idea when he 

turned that down that the people of the 

world would see him as a strong and a 

tough leader who they could trust to 

make a decision and that that in and of 

itself would have a dramatic impact for 

the promotion of freedom and peace on 

the planet. 
By the time Ronald Reagan was done 

being president, even though he had 

been nitpicked to death by people on 

the other side of the aisle, the Cold 

War was over, the Berlin Wall was on 

its way down, and democracy and peace 

were given a better chance than ever in 

my lifetime and in the whole 20th Cen-

tury, all because Ronald Reagan stood 

tough.
George W. Bush is making those 

same tough stands against the same 

type of nitpicking that went on during 

the Reagan administration. Every time 

we took a stand against communism, 

there were those on the other side of 

the aisle trying to find a mistake that 

we made in order to thwart our efforts, 

whether it was in Latin America or 

whether it was with the Mujahedin 

against the Russian expansion in Af-

ghanistan or elsewhere, or in the devel-

opment of missile defense. 
Our President today, George W. 

Bush, has that same strength of char-

acter. And if he maintains his courage, 

as he has been doing and as we have 

seen, and for the first time the world is 

starting to lean in his direction al-

ready in terms of the things he has said 

on missile defense, George W. Bush, 

like Ronald Reagan before him, will be 

able to make an incredible contribu-

tion to the contribution of freedom and 

peace on this planet. 
Now, one of the other areas that 

George W. has been standing firm on is 

his refusal to submit the American 

people to the dictates of a Kyoto global 

warming treaty. For this tough stand 

that he has taken, George W. has been 

under vicious attack. But those of us in 

the United States who are proud that 

our country has a high standard of liv-

ing and that in our country ordinary 

people can live decent lives, we applaud 

George W. Bush and his wisdom and his 

courage when it comes to the Kyoto 

Treaty.
Many people have heard congressman 

after congressman come to the floor of 

this body attacking George W. for not 

being part of the team when it comes 

to global warming and supporting the 

Kyoto Treaty. Time and time again we 

hear, ‘‘America is doing nothing on 

this global warming.’’ Well, maybe the 

American people should understand 

when these Members of Congress get up 

and start talking that way and con-

demning George W. Bush for doing 

nothing what it is they want him to do. 

What is it that the Kyoto Treaty is de-

manding of the American people that 

George W. Bush is saying, no, I do not 

think that we are going to do that? 

What we are talking about are severe 

restrictions on our standard of living. 
They claim the United States should 

be ashamed that we put more CO2 into

the air than any other country. That is 

the way they judge it. The United 

States puts more CO2 into the air. 

Well, what does that mean? Well, that 

may mean that we have the highest 

standard of living of any other country 

of the world. And, yes, there is some 

CO2 we put into the air. But in terms of 

the standard of living, if we put per 

$1,000 of GNP, we actually put less CO2 
in the air than anybody else. 

So if we just judge it by how much 

we are putting in, of course that is a 

mandate for what? For lowering the 

GNP, for lowering the standard of liv-

ing of regular people. That is what 

they are trying to force George W. to 

agree to, lowering the standard of liv-

ing of ordinary Americans. Is that 

what we want? 
By the way, these same fanatics who 

are trying to convince us about this 

‘‘global warming problem,’’ do not take 

into consideration that America, 

through its agriculture, has had a vast 

tree planting over the last 100 years. 

And by the way, we have many more 

trees in America today than we had 100 

years ago. Because at the turn of the 

century there was a replanting of trees 

across America. Up in the Northeast, 

up in Maine, and up in New Hampshire 

and Vermont and those areas that were 

treeless by the turn of the century, or 

the 1800s, those were replanted. Go up 

there today and there are vast forests 

there. Those trees take the CO2 out of 

the air. We actually take more CO2 out

of the air than any other country in 

the world. 
The fanatics that want us to get in-

volved in the Kyoto Treaty do not take 

that into consideration. Instead, they 

would have us, for example, pay $5 a 

gallon for every gallon of gas that we 

buy. Now, what is that going to do for 

the price of goods that are sent by 

truck? What will that do for the stand-

ard of living of average Americans, 

that $5 a gallon for gasoline? It will 

dramatically reduce the well-being of 

our people. 
When we see people up here attack-

ing George W. Bush on the Kyoto Trea-

ty, that we are doing nothing, they will 

say what they want us to do is be en-

gaged in a treaty that will lower the 

standard of living of ordinary people in 

this country, that will suck money 

right out of our pockets that could go 

to better food, better health care, bet-

ter education. Instead, they are going 

to put it into higher prices for gasoline 

and other types of fuel. 
It is vital that the public know what 

is going on in this attack against 

George Bush. Global warming, first and 

foremost, is not a scientific impera-

tive. Let us talk about global warming 

for a minute. It is a politically driven 

theory. The people who are pushing 

global warming are not, by and large, 

being pushed by some scientific moti-

vation but instead have a political 

agenda. Those people who are in the 

scientific community that have signed 

on have done so realizing that they are 

kowtowing to political powers and not 

to scientific knowledge. 
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Those exposing global warming, 

those scientists who are brave enough 

to step forward, do so knowing that 

they might be retaliated against. Our 

young people, for example, are being 

lied to about the environment in gen-

eral, and they are being lied to espe-

cially about global warming. I see this 

every time a group of young people 

from my congressional district comes 

to Washington, D.C. 
As a member of Congress, I represent 

Huntington Beach, California, South-

ern California, I went to high school in 

Southern California and now that I am 

a Member of Congress, every student 

group that comes from my congres-

sional district here to Washington, 

D.C., I take the time and effort to talk 

to them and to get to know what they 

are thinking and try to find out as 

much about them as they are finding 

out about me and about government. 
I ask them the same question, every 

single time, every group. How many of 

them believe, these are students from 

Southern California, believe that the 

air quality today in Southern Cali-

fornia is cleaner or is worse than it was 

when I went to high school 35 years ago 

in Southern California? Ninety-five 

percent always say the same thing, al-

most every group says the same thing. 

They believe, 95 percent of them be-

lieve that the air quality in Southern 

California today is so much worse than 

when I went to high school 35 years 

ago. I was so lucky, they say, to have 

lived in a time and went to school in a 

time when the air was so clean. Of 

course, they are surprised when I tell 

them that they are absolutely wrong, 

that the real answer is 180 degrees in 

the other direction. 
In fact, the air in Southern Cali-

fornia has never been cleaner in my 

lifetime and they enjoy some of the 

best clean air ever in Southern Cali-

fornia. These young people have been 

systematically lied to and been told 

that the environment is killing them. 

They are being told that the water is 

so much worse than it ever was. 

The fact is that water quality in the 

United States has been vastly im-

proved in these last 4 decades. Forty 

years ago if you tried to put your fin-

ger in the Potomac River they would 

come out and say, What the heck are 

you doing put your finger in the Poto-

mac for? Do you want to get the acid 

burn on your finger? 

Today you go out and people are 

swimming in the Potomac. People are 
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fishing in the Potomac. What hap-

pened? I will have to admit that many 

regulations, many are regulations that 

the Democratic party pushed. Let me 

make no beans about it, the Democrats 

were in the front of the reform effort. 

That over the years tough measures 

were put in and there has been an enor-

mous amount of environmental clean 

up that has taken place. 
Unfortunately, the information 

about that cleanup has not made it to 

the American people and especially to 

our young people. They are being told 

the water is getting a lot worse. They 

are being told that the land is much 

more foul. Over the years of our coun-

try’s history there were toxic waste 

dumps all over the place. There was no 

hope of cleaning them up. The land was 

spoiled. This was a horrible situation. 
Guess what? With the technology we 

have developed today, we can clean up 

those sites. In fact, in my own district 

I worked with a company called Simple 

Green Company that has developed a 

way that in 60 to 90 days can take a 

contaminated soil and turn it into 

clean soil so it can be used for homes 

or schools or whatever. 
We tried a demonstration project in 

my district. We took 10 acres of soil 

that used to be an old oil sludge dump, 

and sure enough, in about 90 days Sim-

ple Green, this company in my district, 

was able to turn that into a usable 

piece of property again. Mark my 

words, when people find out about this 

process, we will have toxic waste sites 

being cleaned up all over the country 

because it will be profitable to do so 

and we have the technology to do so. 
But our young people are not being 

told that. Our young people are being 

told it is technology, the machines and 

the industrialization that has caused 

the problems. The fact is people are 

living longer today than they ever 

have. Although, yes, there are the dis-

eases we face, other generations faced 

many of these same diseases long be-

fore there was this industrialization. 

Not to say that there is not some col-

lateral impact, and we should be aware 

of that and study that. 
This President has not only full fund-

ed but doubled the budget of the Na-

tional Institute of Health so that we 

can scientifically look at the health 

patterns to see if we can help to cure 

some of those problems. 
But in terms of the overall environ-

ment, it is so much better. For exam-

ple, in 1966 a Mustang that my father 

owned, if you take the pollution com-

ing out of that tail pipe and you exam-

ine the new Mustangs today and exam-

ine how much pollution is coming out 

of that tail pipe, 96 percent of the air 

pollution has been captured. The en-

gines are that much more effective. 

They have cured 96 percent of that 

problem.
In Southern California, what that 

has meant is we have doubled or maybe 

even tripled our population. Yet the air 

quality is much much better. 
Now, some people say, so what if 

they are lying to these kids? So what if 

the public is not getting the story. I 

can tell you so what. What is hap-

pening then is there are a group of peo-

ple using these lies and the fear that 

our young people live in and that our 

other people live in to try to push their 

own political agenda which is a cen-

tralizing of power in Washington, D.C., 

and that is frightening enough, but 

their agenda as well is to empower 

global government through the United 

Nations and other institutions, to have 

the power to control our lives, our eco-

nomic lives, in the name of stopping 

this horrible pollution. 
This threat of global warming that is 

supposedly going to destroy people’s 

lives and the whole planet, I am sorry 

but I am not about to give up my free-

dom to a bunch of unelected officials 

from other countries. By the way, the 

people that would be running these 

international bodies that will oversee 

the environment and, thus, oversee our 

economic lives and, thus, oversee every 

decision which we make as people, 

these bodies will not be manned and 

not be controlled by individuals who 

are elected. No. 
They will be controlled by people 

who are not elected even in their home 

countries, much less by the people of 

the United States. Those people who 

run roughshod over their own countries 

in the Third World will end up with 

seats on the United Nations or on these 

global commissions or authority 

boards. They will be the ones making 

the decisions that we must run our 

lives by. I am afraid not. If that is 

what you are going to do to clean up 

the environment, count me out. Be-

cause within 10 years all of these bod-

ies will be run by corrupt Third World 

people who are probably going to be 

bribed by Communist China, et cetera. 
By the way, let us note that in the 

Kyoto Treaty which the President has 

been, and we can be grateful for this, 

has been standing steadfastly against, 

the Kyoto Treaty that these Demo-

crats are trying to push on us and force 

down our throats, exempts from its 

regulations and its Draconian controls, 

exempts Communist China. Surprise, 

surprise, surprise. 
What do you think that is going to do 

if we have all kinds of controls on 

America and in the United States? To 

open up a factory in the United States, 

it is going to cost so much more and 

that if you are going to create any jobs 

in the United States there is going to 

be all sorts of hoops people have to 

jump through and it will cost more 

money and more controls. But none of 

those controls and none of those extra 

costs exist in China. Where do you 

think people are going to set up their 

factories? They are going to set their 

factories up in China. 

Let me note, we have some controls 

in the United States, environmental 

controls that are exemplary compared 

to China, compared to these Third 

World countries that are all exempt. So 

we have our businesses going to these 

places to set up factories where they 

can pollute even more. So the irony of 

it is the global warming treaty will 

create more pollution, not less, because 

it exempts the countries that permit 

the dirtiest of industrialization. No. 

You can count me out on that one. 
Let us talk a little bit about global 

warming. What is it? People should un-

derstand what is being talked about. 

Global warming, supposedly, is carbon 

fuel, coal, oil and gas, et cetera, that is 

being put into the atmosphere in the 

form of carbon dioxide, that is CO2, and 

supposedly CO2 will raise the tempera-

ture of the planet and that will cause 

drastic changes in our weather. The ice 

flows. Supposedly the ice caps are al-

ready melting, and animal and plant 

life are being really threatened by 

global warming. Every time there is a 

hot day you can hear some global 

warming guy get up and say, oh, well, 

this is all caused by global warming. 
Well, that is just so much global bo-

logna. First and foremost, all of the re-

cent scientific reports agree that there 

may or may not have been a minor 

change in this planet’s temperature, its 

average temperature over the last 100 

years. That there is, get this, no con-

clusive evidence that man has caused 

it. Now, that is what the facts are. 
But if you listen to Dan Rather or 

you listen to our friends trying to push 

their political agenda here in the 

House, or if you pay attention to the 

news media besides Dan Rather and the 

rest of them, you are being told that 

you have all of these reports and the 

reports are confirming that the world 

is getting hotter and man is the cause. 
In fact, it was not too long ago I saw 

a report on TV about one of these com-

missions and their study and it said 

the study has found out that it is get-

ting warmer. This is Dan Rather in the 

beginning. That the Earth is getting 

warmer and man is at fault. By the end 

of that report where his own reporter 

in Washington said, of course, they 

have not indicated and they cannot 

prove whether or not man has had any-

thing to do with this. A direct con-

tradiction to this headline that Dan 

Rather lead into his own report. That 

is not something that is an odd situa-

tion.
If you take a look at all of the media 

reports on global warming, you will 

find when you look into the details, by 

the time you get to the end of the 

story you will find quotes from the re-

port that they are supposedly pushing 

or talking about, and there are weasel 

words throughout the whole report be-

cause the scientists that are con-

ducting these studies are not sure and, 

thus, they want to put into the report 
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words that they can point to and say, 
well, we did not really say this. We said 
maybe. We said could lead to the con-
clusion that or possibly. 

Look at these reports. Do not believe 
when you read something in the news-
paper or hear it on television that 
some scientific body has conclusively 
decided this, do not believe it because 
it is not true. Not only is that not true, 
it is about as true as the fact that 
those poor kids in my district are being 
told that air pollution in Southern 
California is worse than it has ever 
been and they are scared to death that 
it is hurting their life. 

Climate science, by the way, had be-
come really a new entry into this 
whole idea of scientific study. Prior to 
1980, there were only a handful of cli-
matologists. Now they are everywhere. 
Why is that? How come there are so 
many climatologists all of the sudden? 

The fact is that it is easy now to get 
a government grant if you are going to 
prove that global warming exists and it 
is very difficult to get a grant if you 
are trying to have a scientific study 
that will or will not prove that global 
warming exists. 

Eight years ago when President Clin-
ton took over the Executive Branch, he 
saw to it that there would be no sci-
entific research grants going from the 
government to scientists who did not 

support the idea that we were under at-

tack from some global warming trends. 

Unless they furthered the global warm-

ing theory, they were not going to get 

a government grant. 
We were tipped off to this when the 

lead scientist, the Director of Energy 

and Research for the Department of 

Energy, a guy named Dr. Will Happer, 

immediately when Clinton was elected 

and took office, they could not move 

fast enough to fire this guy from his 

position because he did not agree with 

the global warming theory. 
Dr. Happer, by the way, now is a pro-

fessor of physics at Princeton Univer-

sity. But his removal back in Clinton’s 

first few weeks in office sent a message 

to the scientific community. 
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There does not appear to have been 

much information about global warm-

ing prior to the mid 1980s. But what we 

have been able to find out is that that 

information that was available before 

the 1980s indicated that there was 

going to be a new ice age. Back in the 

1980s, some of the same scientists who 

are now warning us against global 

warming were warning us that there 

was going to be a new ice age and that 

global cooling was really the problem. 

This Member of Congress sat through 

hearings in which the advocates of 

global warming would appear and after 

a few questions they would admit, well, 

it could be global cooling, yes, it could 

be global cooling. 
What is that all about? Why are we 

spending billions of dollars? Why are 

we giving up our freedom? Why are we 

permitting the standard of living of our 

people to go down based on that type of 

scientific logic? I think not. The fact is 

that in a span of 20 years, climate mod-

els have gone from predicting that we 

would all freeze to death in the new ice 

age to now we are all going to have to 

worry about being baked to death in a 

global furnace. 
Some of the leading proponents, as I 

say, of global warming went from freez-

ing to burning to death. Historically 

speaking, we know, by the way, let us 

just take a look at it, everybody should 

understand it a little bit, that the glob-

al climate changes. Global climate 

changes. There have been ice ages in 

the earth’s past and there have been 

tropical ages. Both of those came about 

off and on throughout the hundreds of 

millions of years of the earth’s life 

without any interference of man. 
Now, the global warming theory, by 

the way, is that it is getting hotter be-

cause mankind is putting CO2 into the 

air. Mankind is putting CO2 into the 

air. Well, what about all those climate 

changes before humankind, before 

there were any railroads or industry or 

cars? Why did that happen? There is no 

real explanation for that. Well, there is 

an explanation. What the proponents of 

global warming will not tell you is that 

all of this CO2 that they claim is caus-

ing global warming, all of that CO2 
that mankind puts into the atmosphere 

is only 5 percent of the CO2 that goes 

into the atmosphere every year from 

all sources. Mother nature is putting 19 

times more CO2 into the air than 

human beings. But human beings are 

being blamed totally because we want 

to have a little higher standard of liv-

ing.
By the way, when there is a volcano 

that erupts violently, all of a sudden 

there is dramatically more CO2 in the 

atmosphere. One volcano like 

Krakatau or something can put as 

much CO2 into the air as all of our in-

dustrialization. So it makes sense for 

us not to have good jobs? It makes 

sense for us not to have cars? Give me 

a break. The fact is that of all the re-

forms that global warming people want 

us to go through and restrictions and 

the Kyoto treaty, it would knock a lit-

tle CO2 out of the air but that is just 

mankind’s contribution to that CO2. If 

there is a volcano that erupts, that is 

taken care of right away and that does 

not even count anymore. 
I had a Member of this Congress grab 

me by the arm the last time I spoke 

about this and said, ‘‘You know, DANA,

you’re wrong. The volcanoes do not put 

CO2 into the air.’’ And he cited all of 

these scientists. 
I went back to my office, I got on my 

Internet, looked up the scientific basis 

and by the time I had to come down to 

the floor to vote the next time, I had 

the report right in front of me and, 

sure enough, volcanoes do put CO2 into

the air. Three percent every year of all 
CO2 going into the air comes from vol-
canoes. Only 5 percent is coming from 
human activity. So if we have a large 
number of volcanoes or one big erup-
tion, that means they just totally can-
cel out anything that we would do as 
humankind.

By the way, one other factor is, all of 
these people are talking about, ‘‘Oh, 
this horrible global warming, you can 
see its impact starting now.’’ What is 
the global warming? What are these 
people telling us about our weather? 
Our weather supposedly is 1 degree 
warmer than it was 100 years ago. Let 

us look at this. One degree over 100 

years and they are saying that that is 

a trend that is really frightening. 

These people cannot tell us what the 

weather is going to be like next week 

but they are afraid because they think 

that the weather is 1 degree warmer 

now than it was 100 years ago. 
I heard about this meeting President 

Clinton had of climatologists and 

weather reporters from around the 

United States into the Oval Office, into 

the White House, about 5 or 6 years 

ago. He was going to have all these 

weathermen there, they were going to 

talk about global warming and this 100 

years and the trend that is set up and, 

oh, my gosh, 100 years from now how 

bad it is going to be, when they all got 

to the White House and they had their 

meeting and during that meeting at 

the White House, a storm came across 

Washington, D.C. and there was a del-

uge of rain, it was raining horribly, but 

of those hundreds of weathermen and 

climatologists who knew all about 

weather so much, they could predict 

weather for 100 years, only three of 

them had brought their umbrellas to 

that meeting. What does that tell you? 

You cannot predict what the weather is 

going to be like 2 weeks from now. And 

if it is just 1 degree over 100 years, they 

are telling us that we are going to be 

so frightened out of our wits by that 

that we are going to submit to a global 

treaty that would give powers over our 

economy and bring down our standard 

of living, exempt Communist China 

and let them get all the development? 

No way. One degree over 100 years is 

this thing that they are fearful about. 

And at the same time, let us go back to 

that basic fact that we were just dis-

cussing. There have been changes in 

the earth’s temperature many, many 

times. Even if that 1 degree over 100 

years was right and, by the way, we do 

not know how they took the tempera-

tures 100 years ago. We do not know 

who was taking the temperature down 

in some Pacific Ocean place. Was it a 

sailor who was reading the thermom-

eter right or what about the guys out 

west or out in the jungles or some-

thing? Who was taking these tempera-

tures 100 years ago? How do we know 

that it was 1 degree cooler 100 years 

ago? I would doubt that it is 1 degree 
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warmer, it might be, but if it was and 
even if we were in a period of our 
earth’s history where there was a 
slight bit of warming, that is the way 
it is sometimes. That is no excuse to 
change the standard of living of the 
American people. 

Earlier in this millennium, we know, 

for example, or in the last millennium, 

I should say, Leif Ericson established a 

colony in Greenland. Greenland at that 

time was free from snow about half the 

year. Half the year it did not have any 

snow in Greenland. Yet less than 100 

years after that, the colony had to be 

abandoned because the climate was 

growing colder. They had a mini ice 

age. Certainly we know that through-

out our history, we have seen situa-

tions where the glaciers came down 

and then the glaciers receded. Is it pos-

sible now that maybe we are in a pe-

riod where the glaciers are receding a 

little bit and then they will come down 

a couple of hundred years from now or 

a thousand years or a hundred thou-

sand years from now? That is possible. 

Maybe we are in a period of the earth’s 

history in which, as I say, those gla-

ciers that came down and dug out the 

Great Lakes and now they have re-

ceded, maybe they still are receding. I 

know one thing, there was a report 

from the Canadian government that de-

bunked the idea that the ice cap is 

melting. How many people have heard 

that? Again, it is like the kids being 

told in my area that the air pollution 

is so bad, now they are being told, the 

ice caps are melting, catastrophe is 

about ready to happen. The Canadian 

government just put out a report about 

3 months ago, I happened to see it, no, 

the ice caps are not melting. The ice 

caps are not melting. They are not re-

ceding. There is just as much ice cap as 

there ever was. This is all baloney. It is 

called global baloney. Give up your 

freedom because we are going to try to 

scare you. 
I do not think so. I do not think the 

American people will buy that. I think 

that George W. Bush deserves a medal 

for standing strong against these 

fearmongers who are trying to scare us 

into again centralizing power in Wash-

ington, D.C. and trying to scare us into 

centralizing power globally. 
Let me just say a few things about 

George W. Bush overseas, the Kyoto 

Protocol and the media that has been 

really down on him. Ronald Reagan 

went through the same thing. I saw 

this personally. I worked in the White 

House with Ronald Reagan. He went 

through the same personal attacks. 

You had scientists, you had these lib-

eral science groups that would get up 

and make the same claims about Ron-

ald Reagan’s theories, especially about 

his defense theories, and they all were 

proven wrong by the end of his admin-

istration. But let me just say, when 

you hear these reports by the scientific 

community, especially, for example, 

there was a report by the National 
Academy of Sciences, this is the one 
that Dan Rather was reporting on that 
I mentioned, and that National Acad-
emy of Sciences report which we were 
told proved conclusively that global 
warming was happening and that man-

kind was at fault, when you look at 

that, when you look at that report, it 

is so filled with caveats and weasel 

words that the scientific community 

was not putting itself on the line to 

support global warming, it was just 

drawing attention to the debate about 

the issue. 
I have some documents that I will 

make part of the record considering 

this. Again, we have to take a look at 

what is being said and why it is being 

said and look very closely at this issue 

when people are talking about it. I am 

not suggesting that we should take 

anyone’s word, either people who are 

anti-global warming or pro-global 

warming and take them just on face 

value. We need to make sure that we 

are very skeptical when people are try-

ing to tell us that something dramatic 

is happening, whether it is to our 

weather or to anything else and be 

very careful before we make such awe-

some decisions that would change the 

standard of living and bring down the 

standard of living of our people. 
One thing that people might want to 

note is that some people are telling us 

that the global warming phenomenon if 

there is a 1-degree increase in the 

earth’s temperature, that there could 

be other explanations for it other than 

that mankind is using cars to get 

around in or that CO2 is being put into 

the air by machines. For example, the 

earth’s orbit around the sun is ellip-

tical. What does that mean? That 

means at some time, the earth is closer 

to the sun and sometimes it is further 

away from the sun. That happens in 

100-year cycles. We are finding now 

that maybe we might be a little bit 

closer in that curve and maybe that 

would account for the fact that things 

were 1 degree warmer over 100 years. 

Ancient Mayans and Aztecs observed 

that cycle, that solar cycle of 208 

years. They have suggested that there 

is a 104-year decline in temperatures 

and a 104-year increase in temperatures 

just by the fact of how far you are from 

the sun. 
By the way, also something that we 

might explain this is the fact that 

there are sun spots and there are solar 

storms. The sun itself may be the cause 

of global warming which of course has 

nothing to do with industrialization or 

automobiles or us putting CO2 in the 

air. We also have to remember that 

water, water comprises so much of the 

volume of this planet. I think it is 

three-quarters of the planet is water. 

Yet there are no adequate global ocean 

temperature readings. All the readings 

have been done on land, have not been 

done of the water or of the air. So we 

have not tested the water temperature 

nor have we tested the atmospheric 

temperature. In fact, a renowned sci-

entist just prior to me coming up here 

was with me coming here and said, 

there is absolutely no evidence that 

there has been any temperature 

change, not even that 1 degree over 100 

years, no temperature change above 

the atmosphere. 
If there has been no change there and 

no change in the water, how are these 

people able to come forward and be so 

fanatical about what they are trying to 

railroad us into? 

b 1640

So, none of the readings include any 

deep water, and if there is any water 

temperatures, it is only very shallow 

water readings. So we have zero under-

standing of the deep waters that cover 

this planet, and no change, we see no 

change in the upper atmosphere. So 

how can we then try to think that with 

that type of data, not knowing how the 

other data has been collected, how can 

we possibly make decisions like the 

ones for the Kyoto Treaty that will so 

dramatically affect the standing of liv-

ing of our people? 
Let me go on to say one other thing 

about global warming. About 7 or 8 

years ago, during the height of the 

Clinton Administration, this Member 

of Congress was visited by a high rank-

ing scientist in the U.S. Government, 

and he made me swear never to tell 

who he was, but he said, Dana, these 

readings that they are using to back up 

their theory that we are going through 

global warming, they do not take into 

consideration cloud cover. 
Get that. Not only do they not take 

water temperature or the sun or any of 

these other things, but cloud cover. 

They have not taken into consider-

ation even if the clouds were covering 

that day, much less do they take into 

consideration that at one time, maybe 

100 years ago, there was a lot of open 

space where they were taking the read-

ings, and now that space is covered 

with concrete because it might be a 

city.

Now, what does that have to do with 

that one degree of increase in tempera-

ture there has been? These things 

make a lot of difference, and yet those 

people who are trying to tell us that 

global warming is a problem have not 

taken any of these things into account. 

So, anyway, what can we determine 

by all of this? That global temperature 

records are flawed. We know they did 

not take into account what was going 

on with the sun, whether or not the 

areas that were being recorded were 

urban or rural over these last 100 years. 

They have not even taken into consid-

eration the humidity factor in terms of 

the Earth’s temperature. 

Finally, let us look at the Earth’s 

orbit itself. They do not take into ac-

count the Earth’s orbit. They do not 
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take into account the sun’s situation. 

They do not take into account the 

clouds. They do not take into account 

their own long-term readings. They do 

not take into account the humidity. 

What they do take into account is a 

theoretical calculation that man-made 

CO2s have something to do with global 

warming, and they have lots of hypo-

thetical data about how human beings 

are polluting the world. 
Okay, human beings are polluting 

the world, and that is certainly a fact, 

and we have to work to make sure that 

we correct pollution by better tech-

nology all the time. It does not mean 

that we have a global warming prob-

lem. It does not mean that we have to 

make drastic changes in our life or in-

crease taxes or centralize power. 
Most of the sources of CO2, and that 

is the pollutant they are looking at, 

these greenhouse gasses, methane and 

CO2, most of them are coming into the 

atmosphere naturally and are not man- 

made. Now, certainly we contribute a 

little bit. As I mentioned earlier, you 

have volcanic activity that creates 

CO2. Three percent of all of the CO2 in

the world every year comes from vol-

canic activity. If a huge volcano goes 

off, it goes much more. 
But how about these other sources? 

That is about the same level as man-

kind. The volcanoes put out about the 

same thing mankind puts out every 

year, unless there is a big volcano that 

goes off. 
What about some of the other 

sources? The other sources of methane 

and CO2 are what? How about insects 

and termites, and how about rotting 

wood? Do you know that insects and 

termites and rotting wood contribute 

much more to the CO2 and methane 

that goes into the environment than 

human beings? All of our industrializa-

tion does not put into the environment 

as much CO2 and methane that ter-

mites and insects and rotting wood do. 
So if our main concern about pollut-

ants is to bring those CO2 levels of 

methane down, because we are so 

afraid of global warming, what would 

we do? What would be consistent with 

that? Well, they say you want to limit 

human beings’ right to have their own 

automobiles, make it so expensive peo-

ple cannot own a car, $5, $6 a gallon 

gasoline. We want to make sure there 

are controls on all the factories so we 

do not have good jobs, ordinary people 

lose their jobs. That is what they say. 

That would only get to maybe 1 or 2 

percent of the CO2 that is being put 

into the atmosphere. 
If you are really consistent with 

what these fanatics, the global warm-

ing fanatics, would have you do, what 

we would do is bulldoze, are you listen-

ing to this, bulldoze all of the rain for-

ests and all of the old growth trees, be-

cause, according to the global warming 

theory, the CO2 and the methane that 

comes in, that is what is causing global 

warming, and rotting wood in rain for-
ests and the insects eating that rotting 
wood and the old growth trees we have 
here in the United States and else-
where are the major source of that pol-
lutant. So what we need to do is bull-
doze all those rain forests. 

Now, do you think you are ever going 
to hear some global warming fanatic 
come down here and admit that? No 
way. But if you ask them, you keep 
pointing questions, they always try to 
dodge this question. In a hearing you 
keep on them, and you will get them to 
admit that yes, this is a much greater 
source for global warming gasses, you 
know, they call them greenhouse gas-
ses, than industrialization. 

Now. Well, I do not happen to think 
we should, and, by the way, I am not 
advocating that we bulldoze all the for-
ests and all of the rain forests. By the 
way, what you would do then is plant 
young trees. It is young trees and 
plants that are young that soak in the 
carbon dioxide and give out oxygen. 
That is what you want for a better bal-
ance of CO2 and oxygen in the planet. 
But I would not advocate that. But I do 
not believe in the global warming the-
ory.

Interestingly enough, many global 
warming people also oppose nuclear 
power. Making sure we put the power 
of the atom to work in producing elec-
tricity would have a tremendous im-
pact in lowering CO2. Are you going to 
find them out here advocating that? No 
way. Instead, what they are advocating 
are stricter controls on the amount of 
money that is invested in businesses in 
this country, the amount of money 
that is invested in manufacturing fa-
cilities, and restricting the kind of ac-
tivity that we can do industrially in 
this country. And who does that hurt? 
It hurts ordinary working people who 
want to have working class jobs. That 
is who it hurts. They are willing to do 
that. Their own theory would suggest 
they said bulldoze down all of the for-
ests and all of the swamps and rain for-
ests we have. 

Do not hold your breath looking for 
those people to be consistent. Instead, 
what you can do is watch them come to 
the well day after day condemning 
George W. Bush for not going along 
with the global warming treaty, and 
being very nebulous about exactly 
what that means. He supposedly is 
doing nothing. 

George Bush was 100 percent right in 
rejecting the Kyoto Protocol and de-
manding further scientific research be-
fore any drastic government policies 
are put into place. The most fright-
ening element of the global warming 
debate is that intelligent people 
backed up by so-called experts are will-
ing to give up the American way of life, 
and, yes, put into place regulations and 
taxes that would lower our standing of 
living.

Global warming advocates would 
have us give authority to unelected 

international officials. And all of this 

to me, I do not care if they call them 

international environmental bureau-

crats or just international officials, if 

they have not been elected, I do not 

want them making decisions over my 

life. If these global warming fanatics 

have their way, Americans are going to 

be targeted as the bad guys. 
If you ever listen to these arguments, 

whether it is Daschle or other global 

warming advocates, it is always the 

American people that put more pollut-

ants into the air. No, that argument 

does not hold. In fact, what every per-

son in the world puts into the air is 

only a minor, a minor, contribution to 

what global warming is all about. But, 

yet, the American people are trying to 

be stampeded by this campaign. 
Now, I have seen campaigns like this 

before. I have seen people trying to 

scare people on various issues since I 

was a little kid. How many people re-

member when cranberries were sup-

posedly going to cause cancer, and then 

all of a sudden the cranberry business 

for 2 years went to hell. People went 

bankrupt because our people were 

frightened into believing cranberries 

caused cancer. That is when I was a lit-

tle kid. 
Guess what? People are drinking 

cranberry juice. There are so many 

cranberries being consumed in our 

county, I cannot believe it. 
Then there were cyclamates in soda. 

That was going to cause cancer. It cost 

our soda pop industry billions of dol-

lars that evaporated. They put the 

cyclamates in, it was something to 

keep people from gaining weight. 
Canada never took the cyclamates 

out. Then 10 years ago, after billions of 

dollars of cost they mandated in our 

business, that means there are fewer 

people employed, that comes right out 

of the general welfare of our people, 

that we do not have that wealth to 

make our lives better, guess what? The 

FDA said, guess what? We are sorry, 

the cyclamates do not cause cancer 

after all. 
We also remember a very well-known 

movie star that convinced us only a 

few years ago that alar in apples 

caused cancer. Well, I am sorry, after 

about a year that actress was found to 

be wrong. But what happened in that 

year? Apple farmers suffered tremen-

dous losses. Many families lost their 

whole life savings. They went out of 

business.
When we buy on total theories that 

are haywire and unscientific theories, 

there is an effect to this. There is a 

cause and effect. We buy on to things 

that are not scientifically proven, they 

are trying to scare us. Just like they 

are trying to scare the kids in my Con-

gressional District about dirty air. 

That is the cleanest air we have had in 

decades, but if we buy on to those theo-

ries and get frightened, it will impact 

in a negative way. 
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Now, with the cranberries and the 

cyclamates and the alar, it just hurt 

various farmers. But if we buy on to 

the global warming theory, it is going 

to hurt all of us. It is going to bring 

down our standard of living. 

Thank God we have a President of 

the United States that is willing to say 

this does not hold water; we need a lot 

more scientific research before we 

make such decisions; I am not going to 

go along with this global warming 

Kyoto Protocol. I commend him for 

that, and I would hope that the Amer-

ican people understand his wisdom and 

his courage and that he is standing 

there to protect us and to protect our 

standard of living. 

With that, I would ask my colleagues 

to join me in recognizing that George 

W. Bush is doing this kind of job and 

that he is a good man, and wish him 

well.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KIRK). The Chair will remind all Mem-

bers that in order to preserve comity 

between the two chambers, Members 

will refrain from making personal ref-

erences to Senators. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 

Mr. FROST (at the request of Mr. GEP-

HARDT) for after 12:30 p.m. today on ac-

count of official business. 

Mr. HANSEN (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY) for today on account of a death 

in the family. 

Mr. KELLER (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY) for after 1:00 p.m. today on ac-

count of family reasons. 

Mr. MCINNIS (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY) for today on account of family 

reasons.

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) for Thursday, July 26, be-

fore 3:00 p.m. on account of attending a 

family funeral. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) for today on account of per-

sonal reasons. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina (at the 

request of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on 

account of a death in the family. 

Mr. SUNUNU (at the request of Mr. 

ARMEY) for today on account of attend-

ing a memorial service for his uncle. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders 

heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. INSLEE) to revise and ex-

tend their remarks and include extra-

neous material:) 

Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today.
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today.
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 

Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today.

Mr. INSLEE, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. LAMPSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

(The following Members (at their own 

request) to revise and extend their re-

marks and include extraneous mate-

rial:)

Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today.

Mr. STEARNS, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. OBERSTAR, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 4 o’clock and 43 minutes 

p.m.), under its previous order, the 

House adjourned until Monday, July 30, 

2001, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-

bates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 

communications were taken from the 

Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3134. A letter from the Congressional Re-

view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service, Department of Agri-

culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule—Karnal Bunt; Regulated Areas [Docket 

No. 01–063–1] received July 20, 2001, pursuant 

to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Agriculture.

3135. A letter from the Congressional Re-

view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service, Department of Agri-

culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule—Importation and Interstate Movement 

of Certain Land Tortoises [Docket No. 00– 

016–3] received July 20, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-

riculture.

3136. A letter from the Congressional Re-

view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service, Department of Agri-

culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule—Export Certification; Canadian Solid 

Wood Packing Materials Exported From the 

United States to China [Docket No. 99–100–3] 

received July 20, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-

culture.

3137. A letter from the Congressional Re-

view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service, Department of Agri-

culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule—Pine Shoot Beetle; Addition to Quar-

antined Areas [Docket No. 01–048–1] received 

July 20, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-

culture.

3138. A letter from the Congressional Re-

view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 

Inspection Service, Department of Agri-

culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule—Accreditation Standards for Labora-

tory Seed Health Testing and Seed Crop 

Phytosanitary Inspection [Docket No. 99– 

030–2] received July 20, 2001, pursuant to 5 

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-

riculture.
3139. A letter from the Deputy Secretary, 

Department of Defense, transmitting a letter 

on the approved retirement of Vice Admiral 

Arthur K. Cebrowski, United States Navy, 

and his advancement to the grade of Vice 

Admiral on the retired list; to the Com-

mittee on Armed Services. 
3140. A letter from the Federal Register Li-

aison Officer Alternate, Office of Thrift Su-

pervision, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Assessments and Fees [No. 2001–44] (RIN: 

1550–AB47) received July 20, 2001, pursuant to 

5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-

nancial Services. 
3141. A letter from the Federal Register Li-

aison Officer Alternate, Office of Thrift Su-

pervision, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Liquidity [No. 2001–51] (RIN: 1550–AB42) re-

ceived July 20, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 

Services.
3142. A letter from the Federal Register Li-

aison Officer Alternate, Office of Thrift Su-

pervision, Department of the Treasury, 

transmitting the Department’s final rule— 

Conversion from Stock Form Depository In-

stitution to Federal Stock Association [No. 

2001–52] (RIN: 1550–AB46) received July 20, 

2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 

Committee on Financial Services. 
3143. A letter from the Director, Corporate 

Policy and Research Department, Pension 

Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting 

the Corporation’s final rule—Benefits Pay-

able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans; 

Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer 

Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and 

Paying Benefits—received July 20, 2001, pur-

suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Education and the Workforce. 
3144. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-

sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 

Federal Communications Commission, trans-

mitting the Commission’s final rule— 

Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-

lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Wallace, 

Idaho and Bigfork, Montana) [MM Docket 

No. 98–159; RM–9290] received July 24, 2001, 

pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-

mittee on Energy and Commerce. 
3145. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-

sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 

Federal Communications Commission, trans-

mitting the Commission’s final rule— 

Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-

lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Kingman 

and Dolan Springs, Arizona) [MM Docket No. 

01–63; RM–10075] received July 24, 2001, pursu-

ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 

on Energy and Commerce. 
3146. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-

sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 

Federal Communications Commission, trans-

mitting the Commission’s final rule— 

Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Al-

lotments, FM Broadcast Stations (West Hur-

ley, Rosendale and Rhinebeck, New York, 

and North Cannan and Sharon, Connecticut) 

[MM Docket No. 97–178; RM–8329; RM–8739; 

RM–10099] received July 24, 2001, pursuant to 

5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 

Energy and Commerce. 
3147. A letter from the Assistant Director 

for Executive and Political Personnel, De-

partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
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